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\ulmnlx have hcen mung financil pmhlcm\ for yewrs,
but these problems are becoming more neuwte. The: \.ml of
public education rises faster than the capacity of” Ailte und

< local governments 1o meet it. Intluuou. recession, Y-
timitation measurey - all it stite and toeat fevenues. At
the same time, currend cconomie conditions ury fnereasing
the demand for other puhiic services, Now, cutbacks in
federal edueation sncmling have liglucnccl the finaneial
Mucese on padfe sehoolk, .

How have school distriets and other education agencies
in the Far Wesgresponded? What do the finunclal pressures
mean for efforts 20 improve the quality of public -
cduction? To anfwer these questions, the Edueational
Dissemination Swudies l'mgrum (EDSP) at the Far West
Laboratory has undertahen an in Aepthh stinly of g*tlmmiun -
agencies i the “three sttes  served by the iut - West
Laboratory - Californin, Nevady, and Utah,. FaRa

- Vike the work of David Clark and Mury Anne Alnint
sleseribed  in Research and Hdueational - [’r:w!lu-
hnprovement Notes, the FDSP mcurch starts with re cm
federal moves fiscal cuthacks, program mmnlixlmh Mo
and, deregulation — but it goes bevond poliey to show Imw
these moves interact - with state and loend contexts Lo utfo«;t
the capueity of agenvies ot every level — state, iulcnuulinm .
el lodal to offer sehool improvement-selated Services,

School jmprovement- is v brond term., E PSP
reseirehers use it to refer (o o wide varlety of aetivities anet

- services, including idservice lruiuing. technicnl u“hmnw
information services, lbraries, and currienlum materinls
centers. All these activities nd services seck to extend and
enhanee the praetice of teachers and aclministrators.

- EDSP researchers set owt to answer two questions,
First, how are educaton agencies in the Far 'West states
tespoding to budget cutbacks and o fedderal and state
progeim, consolidation: and derepulation? .'ﬁu()m‘. how are
cutbacks and cnnmlldminn atfecting staft clevclopmcn! d
one of the  most widely used und  effective school
improvement strategies? - At
' More than one bundred  individunls “and lwcnw five
public education agencies in Calitornia, Nevada, el Utah
contributed information dm‘ing the tirst phase of this etfort,
Findinps trnm the first plmsc are now available in a fou-

Qo
l

<y “ .
Background

S S e A A L e e o i . M A e 3 X A 2 it

N . - .

volume report, This isue of Researeh omd Felweational

© Practice in the Far West deseribes how education agencies
in

Calitornia, Nevadp, wnd Uah are responding 1o
cutbacks, consolidation, and deregulation, The effects of
thigse moves v stadt (Ic\clnmncm xumitm wnll e lcpmlcd
A the nest issue. -

Calitornia, Nevada, and Utal difter-in many ways,
chcuhck\\. public schools in allethree states face the same
pmhlem. Thelr finaneind resources are iumlcqumo 1 ncet
lllc rising eosty of existing programs and services,

‘The large state surplus used (0 fund public eduention in

Californin after Proposition 13 wis passed in L1978 was

exhuwnstedd carly this year. The legistature ndopted an austere

$25.2 billion budger for 1982-83 at the end of “June, 4t

. Movides no vost-of-operating nerease for sehools, A deeline

in ste tax revenuey in 1982 and an umcnuin cronoy
sugpest that llww may e even less state Qid tm \clmnl\ in
wm R s = -

O ’/ -

Hw lmu vnlunm of EDSI imuuu report e
available m cost. Selmol Im;»m'wm'm in Culifornia,
lw(umivws Catey (81.50), ‘Sdmul Imgrovement in
Nevidu, by Wimmu M. Hmng ($2.50), angk- Schesant
Improvement in - ('mh B Sue. MeKibbin ($4.50),
examine the situntions i indiyiduul states, Research
aned School Improvement in the - Far West:  The
Eltgers., of  Federal  and  State CuthigeRs
(mnu!idmmn. and  Devegubation on Fdugation in
California, Nevada, aned Uah, by Paal D. Hood
($6.30) tliscusses (e implications for_research and
+ developirient, dissemination, and school improveent,
(Spectal prive-tor all Tour volumes: $14:50.) Adklress
orders  (prepayment required) o Fdueational
Disseinination “Studies -Program,  Far . West
Laborntory, 1888 Folsiom hnccl. San Frangiseo,
« Californiy - 94103,
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Nevada s, prosperity depends in large part on tourism.
With the general downturn m the economy, tourism is otf
and sales and gaming tax revenues aré down. The state’s
Distributive School Fund, which bears more than 50 percent
of the cost of public education, may experience an $8.5
“million, deficit -next year. The _governor has asked Nevada
education agencies to prepare contingency plans_ for a 3.5
percent across-the-board reduction this year.*

In Utah, the school-age population;started to rise in
1973, and the pattern shows no sign of stopping. Increasing®

enroliments. in most school dlgtrlcts will severely strain - -

limited state education funding capacify over the next
several years. The state lacks the funds to build more
schools, yet ,Utah expects to have 23 000 new “students a
“year by 1989. ' ¢

Chitbacks | -

“According to spokesmen, the Administration b%&x
“that the federal presence in education has been intrusive.
Policy analysts agree that the Admijnistration means to
reduce that presence. One very-effective way of reducing
federal inyolvement is .by cutting federal education
~spending. The Administration proposed a 24 percent cut in”
federal compensatory education fundlng for FY 1982.,.The
~ Congress appropriated $3 billion. Spending for thé -twenty-

eight federal categorical education. programs consollda;ed
by Chapter

——

Administration has proposed $432 million for FY 1983.
Reductions in other federal education programs have been
substantial. .

State Education. Agenczes Federal cuts have affected
all three state education agencres (SEAs);' because-a large
portion of state agency staff in”all three states has been
supported by federal funds. The case of the Utah State
Office of Education shows how SEAs have reacted.

Over the years, largely with federal funds from ESEA )

Title V, the Utah State Office of Education built up a
highly qualified staff of specréllsts and consultants who
provided technical assistance to teachers and admlnlstrators
on demand. By 1980, 80 percent &f the pesitions in the

Utah State Office were federally funded. Despite the high +

marks that the agency receives from Utah educators, the

state leglslature was forced to cut its state fundingin 1980

~

— by 15 percent when the effects of inflation are fi gured in.
State support for the state agency has dropped every year
since then. This year, the Utah State Off‘ ice lost more than
$1 million to consolidation. The legislature was unagle to
_ replace that sum from state sources.
How is the Utah State- Office responding? Positions

- that become vacant are not being'filled. If someone retires,. ~
the position is eliminated. If a program is droppt?,' staff :;re<wz.x

. Tweraty-nlne districts in California,

2 of .the Education - Consolidation -and’ .
Jmprovement Act (ECTA) of 1981 has been reduced from
"$537 million in FY 1981 to $470 million in FY 1982. The .

. Coupled with

Y. k . .
shifted to other programs. Four field' consvltant positions
have been lost since last year. Secretarial staff positions
have also been eliminated. To. handle the work of regular
staff specialists whose services have been’ lost, the agency
has hired four part-time technlcal consultants. They are
paid an hourly wage, and they recieve no fringe benefits. In
-a‘given year, no more than one quarter of regular staff
receive salary increases. Seasoned Utah State Office
administrators worry that the agency is losing ‘‘good °

i people” to local schools and state .universities. They fear

that”the f}tah State Office may beill- prepared to face the
challenges of this decade. :
Local Education Agencies. Federal cutbacks wrll affect
individual local education agencies (LEAs) in very different
ways. For large urban districts wrth heavy ‘concentrations of ‘
high-needs students, cuts in federal™ compensatory education,
school desegregation assistance (ESEA Title VI, Emergency
School* Aid), and other programs will result in large losses.
including the two
largest, will lose more than $19 millidr to consolidation of
‘the * federal school desegregatlon QgsrsXance program.
Districts that have been successful in®winn ng funds under
the competitive grant programs consolidated by Chapter 2
will also:"\‘féfse money. One large urban district in Utah
received funds from sixteen pregrams included in Chapter

- 2; it will lese $1.25 'million this year to consolidation.

Local education agencies depend far less on federal
money than agencies at other levels. However, " as
Background shows, state and local tax révenues are €own-
inflation, decreasing revenues produce
shortfalls that create problems. for local agellcies Cases
where sums lost_to federal cutbacks can be replaced - with
state funds or local tax revenues are very few Moreover, as’
one state agency staffer in California put it, ‘the federal -
money represented ¢ ‘flsk “capital”’ that enabled schools and
districts to undertake innovative, improvement-oriented ‘#*
efforts that mlght otherwrse be too -costly or politically=

- risky,

How are local educatlon agencies rgactlng to federal

‘cutbacks and state and local shortfalls? Researchers from

Stanford University studied high schools in Northern
~California. They found that districts were consolidating
schools, laying off teachers, -eliminating admlnlstratlve and
.central office positions, reassigning curriculum service staff -
and instructional support stgff to teachlng positions, not
* rehiring teacher aides, shortenlng__the school, day, instituting
team teaching, cutting .down on school maintenance,
modifying or eliminating instructional programs ~ —
especially elective, remedial, and advanced placement

~ programs — and reducing or eliminating noninstructional

programs, such as extracurricular activities, = staff
development,.and audiovisual services.

lntermedmte Agencies. Each of Nevada’s seventeen
counties operates a school district, and Nevada has no

intermediate agencies. California has fifty-eight county

Lg-‘
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. offices, and Utah" has four regional service centers.i,‘These
. intermediatg” agencies rely on a mix of federal, state, -and
local funds to provide a broad range of technical assistance
and professional development services to docal educators.
State support .for California’s county“offices was cut in
R 1981-82 — by as much as 25 percent in some cases — so
, federal cutbaeks créate problems for certain agencies. For
example, in 1981-82 sixteen county. offices received a fotal

" of $3.9 million from ‘programs now included in “Chapter 2.

*3. . California’s Chapter 2 LEA allocation formula (see Chapter-

2 LEA Allocation Formulas) ‘provides special phaseout

v

o

'-,»— assuming that Chapte
' *sixteen agencies will I‘CCClVé a total of less than $100,000.

7 State Education A'gencres.

funding to county offices this year and fext, _but by 1984-85
r 2 funding stays level — these

Interviews with,county office staff indicate that federal
cutbacks and state shortfalls have reducéd the ability of
these agencieg to . provide free services of many kinds,
including technical assistance and «staff development.
Activities in such traditional areas as special education,
instructional materials,, and data processing may be
affected, so county office staff have been examining mission
statements, surveying clients,’ and se%kng .prlorltles Some
county-offices have undertaken to market their services for
fees. Others are taking steps tb make local educators aware
of the valuable free 3$ervices that they provide. (See

. Emphasizing Planning for the response of one proacfive’

California county * offi ice.) A few county offices have
mounted extensive, in-depth planning efforts.
e

- Consolidation )
Chapter 1 of the Education Consolidation and
Improvement Act (ECIA) of 1981 rewrites Title I of the
Elementary and Secondary Educatipn Act of 1965, which
targets substantial sums of feder moﬂey to meet the
special educational needs of children of
families. ECIA "Chapter 2 replaces twenty-eight federal
categorical education programs — some targeted to
underserved populatrons ‘many providing funds for school
lmprovement efforts in partlc lar content or supp sAreas
— with asingle block grant to he states. Since ECIA was
the first major federal effort, to consolidate education
programs. and srnce it affects a number " of school
improvement programs EDSP researchiers were interested
both irfits lmpagt on exlstmg programs and services and on
gducatlon agepcy plannlng for implementation of Chapter
ECIA states ‘that the
purpose of" consolidation is *to greatly reduce the €normeus
administrative and paperwork burden imposed on’schools
at the expense of their ability to educate children.”” Another
purpose of consolidation i§ to *‘transfer authority and
responsibility’”’ for administration of. federal education
money to state and local dgencies. ECIA went into effect on
July 1. State agency planning began last school year to

>

low-income -

o~

s

ensure an ord{zrlyg trahsition of responsibility from ‘the
h

federal level to the state level.
In all three states, state’agency staff provided substantial

leadership to LEAs and other agencies in their planning for,
" implementation- of the new legislation. There are seventeen

LEAs in Nevada and forty in UJtah. In both states, SEA -

staff have long-standing, cooperative working relationships-

with local educators. In both state, it was possible for

representatives of every public education agency in the state ..

to gather in a single room to discuss fthe formula for
equitable distribution of Chapter 2 funds fo LEAs and
prioritiés for use of the state agency share. In both states,
decisions about these two issues were fairly easy to make,
(See Chapter 2 LEA Allocation .Formulas.) In both states,
the full 20 pertent of Chapter 2 mories allowable under law
went to the SEA.
legislature reduced the state agency share to 19.5 percent.
In“sharp contrast to the situation in Nevada and Utah,

* 1,100 agencies in California are affected by consolidation —
. 1,042 LEAs and 58 county offices. As.Cutbacks shows,

some agencies have been affected very severely. To inform
the delibérations of “state. ‘advisory committee members,
California State Department of -Education (CSDE) staff

- created-a data base showing the sums received by Califofnia
.education agencies in

1981-82 for all
consolidated by ECIA. Computer simulations displayed the
effects of varions LEA allocation formulas in dollar
amounts for all 1, 100 agencies. A CSDE staffer chaired

state advisory commlttee meetlngs and other CSDE staff ,
made detailed presentatlons on state agency plans for its _

share of Chapter 2 money.

How does consolidation affect SEAS” Many féderal

categorical ‘programs requrred a substantlal number of state

agency staff to administer the federal money dlstrlbuted tO-

lacal agencies in their state. Consolidation  of thése
programs eliminates the need for staff who pf'rform these
functions. Until late this summer, normal attrition and staff -

reassignment enabled SEAs in all three states to maintain

personnel. Howéver, major reorganizations’ are now undet

way in both Nevada and Utah. In California, the incumbent _
state superintendent .of public instruction, a twelve-year _

in November.
the new  state

veteran, lost his bid for .re-electon
R¥organization is expected after
superintendent takes office in January..
Local Education Agencies. While large urban districts .
and some other *

consolidation. The amount of Chapter 2 money allocated to
individual, districts is determined - by formula, and the
formula is based on enrollment. Every district receives some

- Chapter.2 mone)" so the new federal approath means that
. many school dlstrlcts in California, Nevada, and Utah wrll

receive some ¢ ‘new”’, federal money.
_ This year local education agencies in Nevada will
recexv.. $600, ,000 more’ under Chaptet 2 than they recelved

‘ -

(=]

In California, action by the state'

the programs,

‘entrepreneurial’’ districts stand to lose to s
“federal cutbacks, a. good many districts will gain from

~
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last year from the programs that it cE)nsoli,dSates; Utah The Nevada state agency has relrr=d almost entirely on
v districts will receive almost $1.2 million more. The picture federal laws and regulatrons to administer federal educdtion-
in California is quite différent. There, school districts programs, su federal éeregulatron amounts to total
. received - roughly $80 million in 1981 from the “federal, . deregulation.” Utah has -developed some state . pohcy
" programs now included in Chapter 2 Thrs ﬁgure drops to - guidelines for federal * programs, but  local educators
$34 million in .1982-83. " interviewed for the EBSP study did not- feel’ that the SEA =
*  Almost 90 percent of the school drstrrctS' in Nevada and had been especially ‘‘regulatory.” Cahforma has a number
more than 80 percent of the districts in Utah stand to gain of categorrcal educatjon programs of its own. Legislation
. from consolidation. In California, more: than three out of that predates federal cohsolidation — AB 777, the School-
.- four school districts and coun%fﬁces in California will see =~ Based Program Coordination- Act — allows districts to
gains, although just under half of the eligible agencies will©  coordinate funds from eleven state categorical programs for
receive only the guaranteed “minimum — $2,500. Of the single. schoolwide projects. - Anot.hex) provision -enables z4 -
more than 200 districts , that lose federai money to scHoels to request waivers for almost a ) requirerhients of the
- consolidation, roughly two out of three lose more-than one state education code.-In this respeé, AB 777 goes far
third of their 1981-82 federal fundmg V beyond federal deregiilation] which affects only the twenty- - .
These gains do little to' offset losses from level -eight categorical programs consolidated by ChapterZ
g or decreased state and local funding, and additional cuts " SEAs are providing information and other -assistance
proposed by the Administra@n could cancel them out requested by 'LEAs in their plarmmg for Chapter 2. One ,
entirely. Moreover, for most of the agencies that benefit district in Nevada asked that state’s fgderal * programs *
from Chapter 2, the actual dollar gains are too small to coordinator if it could use all its Chapter 2 money, for a:
, " have much 1mpact Thus, few districts seem to be plannmg single staff development project. “‘I told them we could not
) to" use theif “‘new” money to start programs. (For one tell them how to spend their money,”” he sard “so long as it
. district . that does plan to use Chapter 2 money to start a was in compliance with tlte law.” , .
~ new  program, see Spending ‘‘New’ Money.) Instead, ' All three states have taken steps, to simplify the
deregulated Chapter 2 ‘money will often ‘be ased to . application process for mohey madé available to LEAs
supplement the general fund = in many éases to continue ‘under Chapter | and Chapter 2. Local educators cite this as T
programs started with money from past federal categorical évidence: that consolidation will reduce the " enormous *
% programs,.in a few cases. to ‘expand.such programs. In -  paperwork burden, at least at the front end of the fundmg
-~ general; innovation is not a priority. (For one district where cycle.°There is a good deal of uhcertainty about the impact
it is, see Increasing School Productivity:) - N of consolidation at the other end of the cycle, however. *
. Intermediate  Agencies.. ,Consolidation treats Staff of state and loca| education agencies ifi all three states
intermediate agencies like LEAs, but its impact is somewhat  have expressed concern about the possibility of federal -
Y different. Twenty-eight of California’s ﬁfty-erght county audits. There are indications that this concern has played
"offices will lose federal funds to Chapter 2. The average loss role i in some decrsrons about the use of Chapter 2 money. In
is $54,000. The other thrrty offices will gain from = Utali, state agency staff have recommended that CEAs use
consolidation. The average gain is just over $2000 - their 'Chapter 2 funds for Subchapter B — that is, for
, ) " educational improvement and support services projects — o
: - A . | , - because Subchapter B “‘is much more auditable.”.
. Deregulatron S ‘ ~ It seems clear that’ Chapter 2 will srmphfy the
. ' . " .evaluation process. - However, its 1mpact on accountability *
- As ECIA states, the federal .categorical programs remains fo be seen. Most state and local educators
consolidated by Chapter 2 imposed an enormous interviewed by EDSP-staff were taking a wait-and-see
‘‘paperwork burden” on education agenties: plans or attitude. As. one schools&uperintendent told an EDSP
.~ proposals at one end of the funding cycle,; accountability interviewer: I don’t’ see that much change in what
> reports at the other. Laws and regulations specified how* , we have to do, only in who is responsible. We don’t
money could be spent. Budgets were lang and detailed an have to submit as often or submit as much information,
required many -staff-hours to prepare. Evaluation waz . but we still have to keep records.” .An .administrator .

specified for most programs. . Staff development was , ~ from one of Utah’s larger districts thinks that his staff

.

mandated for many. These requirements supported a large may be+ able to ‘“relax a bif now,” but he hastens
staff of evaluators, consultants, and supervisors. All this " to’ add, ‘“‘we’ll still do an much as we need to.” However,
activity had to ‘be- monijtored for financial accountability ~  evaluation practices will change. Now, he expects to
and programmatic comphance. Consolidation and collect only the information *‘that makes the most sense.”
’ " deregulation eliminate many of the posifions needed to They will not collect information, he says, “‘just because
. administer fedgral categorical education programs at state ~ somebody else wants o know. R
and local levels. - _ o A . ;
. .. : . - o ' . . -
o f . . -
. 4 o ’ ’
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Three Case Studies |

. R | . -
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The three state volumes of EDSP’s interim report contain
thirteen small case studiés of local and intermediate
agencies. Individual sites were chosen to.reflect the diversity
of each state: Highlights of three-gtudies are presented here
Fli.tlthuS names have been used for case study sites.

7 -
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~Ehrphasizing Planning .
e 2]

State funding for Callfornla s fifty-eight county offices, '

was cut last year, so stocktaklng and planning have become.
critical. As thé director of the Cliffs County cooperative

, schools program puts it, county offices have “‘to provide

evidence that they offer servrces that districts wouldn’t have

_ otherwise.” . .

Y

<

-3 In Nevada and- Utah,

The county superlntendent has always believed that
research and evaluation activities can help to allocate limited
resources. Now, he argues, cutbacks at thg local and
intermediate levels make short- and long-range planning
critical. ' - -

- Cliffs County school districts are small. They have not

" received much federal-money in the past. Under

consolidation, they all receiye small sums of federal

3 i »

. .
Chapter 2 LEA Allocation Formulas g
ECIA requires each state to develop a formula
.ensuring equitable distribution to LEAs of at least 80
"perc,.nt of the state’s Chapter 2 money. The faw
requlres this formula to he developed by-the SEA
“with the “advice” of 'the state’s Chapter 2 advrsory
committee.
the LEA allocation
formula is based on the state’s general school
funding formula, with some minor modifications. In
both these states, agreement was. telatively ‘easy fo
' reach. The state agency received the full 20 percent
allowable under the law. In Nevada, no district will
/recelve less than-$3,000.
" California’s*formula double-weights enrollment
1 in districts where counts of low-incomé children and
limited-English-proficient children exceed the state
average, and it provides special phaseout funding to
districts undergoing desegregatlon and te county
offices that received Title IV-C funds. No school
. " Histrict or county office will receive less than $2 500

Y

«education money. To help Cliffs County school districts ~

" take advantage of their modest gains and mitigate losses

from state and local shortfalls, the coufity’s cooperative .
schools programs hired a full-time planner-evaluator.” -
‘““We’re trying to nudge schools out Qg the ‘muddllné)
through syndrome,’’ says the cooperative program’s
director. ‘‘A program planner-evaluator can help schools
obtain the information they need, then use it for decrsron
making.”

The program director for one small dlstrlct prepares
antd sybmits applications, plans, evaluation designs, and
reporting scheduiles for all federal and state education
programs in which her district takes part. She says that she
has already drawn heavily on the planner-évaluator. It has
been very helpful, she says, to havé someone available who-
knows about evaluation and who can help her to build it in

» from the very beginning.

.

" Spending ‘“New” Money . -

Two hundred-teachers serve 3,600 students in Nevada’s
Mountain County School District. Mountiain County is
fairly prosperous, and its schools get relatively little support
-from the state, so cuts in state educatlon funding have not
affected it to any serious-extent. The district expects to
receive $34, 000 in federal compensatory education funding
this year, down from $41,000 in 1981-82. Chapter 2 brings
it $37,000, $16,000 more.than it received in 1981-82 from =
the programs.consolidated by Chapter 2. .

" Last year, Mountanhused almost half of its feteral
money for library projects; the rést supportéd a basic
language skills center and three smail content-area projects.
This year, the district plans to spend all its Chapter 2 #
money, including its $16,000 ip- ‘‘new’’ money, on a single
project — a professional development center, headed by a
full-time director. The center will use clinical supervision

- techniques to improve specific teaching skills.

The center was the superintendent’s idea. He learned
about srmllar centers in California from talks with
Califdrnia Department of Education staff. The
superintendent’s plan was backed by teachers and students,
administrators, and parents, and it received unanimous
approval from the local board. The librarians could have
lost, $9,000 io the plan, but the board voted to use local
bond money for their library enrichment project.

. The superintendent wants center activities to focus on
specific teaching skills, because this will make 1t easier for

the center tp demonstrate its efféctiveness. Chapter 2 won’t -
- last forever, he says, so the center will have to develop local
_ Support.




-

~ : ) ’ .

e

Increasing School Productivity

. To.spur Utah educators to explore ways of se#ving
more students in existing facilities with current staff, the
state legislature funded two experimental productivity -

» projects in® 1981 .— one at Foothill Unified; a large
_suﬁurban district that serves 22,000 students in thirty-six
schools. _ o

All staff at the pilot site — a junior high school — =]
were involved in the planning, which occupied the first year
of project efforts. District administrators referred all-
operationaf decisions to the teachers, who decided to cut
eight of thirty teaching positions, increase class size from

. twenty-six to thirty-two, and, teach seven classes a day. .

Th‘ém(;)to these steps, the school saves enough money

to place all teachers on an eleven-month contract. Staff

salaries can also increase — as much as S0 percent in some

cases. Finally, every teacher receives a bonus if achievement
increases schoolwide this year. ' '
-Project developers reasoned that higher salaries would -
make it unnecessary for teachers to hold second jobs; this
should improve their teaching. Further, higher salaries
would help to attract and retain needed new talent — -
perhaps even improve teachers’ status in the community.
~ Most important, if the experiment works, the 'school may
not have to build or rent additional facilities.
- The project went.into operation this September. While

a district spokesman concedes that there has been some

" opposition, he points out that no one at the pilot site was
forced to participate, and everyone was involved from the
very beginning. ‘It may or may not be successful,’’ he

-adds, “‘but at least we can say we had an interesting idea

~and df¥ our best witl it.” ‘ ‘ oo
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: 'Ir:flplicétions, for School Improvement =

The EDSP study sought to identify the ﬁositive and
negative factors affecting state and local school
" improvement activities. Negative factors identified by EDSP.
researchers include: elimination of many federally funded
school improvement projects; cutbacks in other education
programs that .reduce school improvement capacity; long-
term shortfalls in support for research and development
affecting the size and quality of the knowledge base; and
shortfalls in state and local funding that reduce the capacity
of education agencies to support school improvement
activities. Positive factors include: improvements in the
quality and efficiency of many remaining programs; _
continued support for some truly useful projects; initiation -
of some new projects; establishment of cooperatjve efforts
_ to share resources and secure public, politiq\al, and finaneial
su'pport; and reorientation of ngcation agency planning o
from narrow and short-term to multiprogram, multiagency, :
long-term’ perspectives. ' o ' :
The negative factors suggest that thé conditions”
necessary for initiating and sustaining effective school
improvement efforts may be less prevalent in the next.
several years. The positivé facfors,suggest that education
agencies in the Far West will notr be totally without
approptiate incentives and résourccs. :

.
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